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Date of entry in Register: 

Name of applicant/court: 
Applicant to the Labelling Body: 
Title of Publication: 

Other Known Titles: 

Director: 

Producer: 

Publisher: 

Author: 

Format: 

Country of Origin: 

Language: 


16 July 1996 
Nobilangelo Ceramalus 
Not applicable 

Naturist Life New Zealand, Issue 2, October 1994 

Not stated 

Not applicable 

Not applicable 

Nobilangelo Ceramalus 

Not applicable 

Magazine 

New Zealand 

English 


Components of film originally examined: Not applicable 

Feature: 

Trailers: 


Excision/Alteration: No 


Running time: 
Running time: 

Total Running time: 


Reasons(s) for Excision: 

Not applicable. 
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Classification Decision: 


Unrestricted. 

Display conditions: 

Not applicable. 

Descriptive Note: 

Not applicable. 


Direction to issue a label has been given on Not applicable 


SUMMARY OF THE REASONS FOR DECISION: 


This issue of Naturist Life New Zealand contains none of the matters listed in s.3(2) of 
the Films, Videos, and Publications Classification Act 1993 (the “Act”). With respect to 
s.3(3) of the Act, the magazine does not describe, depict or deal with sexual conduct 
generally (other than a serious article about rape), nor does it describe, depict or deal 
with sexual conduct involving children or young persons. It depicts nudity of adults and 
children, but it does not “exploit” children’s nudity. The depiction of nudity per se does 
not violate the Act. With respect to s.3(4) of the Act, Naturist Life New Zealand is a 
genuine publication the editorial policy of which is to advocate the personal and social 
benefits of naturism. Nothing in the magazine can be read salaciously. It is written by 
naturists, about naturists and for naturists. The fact that a publication which does not 
infringe ss3(2) or 3(3) of the Act and which displays a genuine and consistent editorial 
policy may possibly be misinterpreted is insufficient to bring that publication into the 
definition of “objectionable”. The definition of “objectionable” does not depend on an 
assessment of public perceptions as to what may or may not be injurious to the public 
good. It is for the censor to asses a publication’s injurious qualities, rather than to 
assess how the public might assess a publication’s injurious qualities. Consequently, 
the availability of Naturist Life New Zealand is not likely to injure the public good. 
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